
 JD–12–04 
 New York City, NY 

                                                

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

DIVISION OF JUDGES 
 
 
SANITATION SALVAGE CORP. 
 
  and  Case No. 2–CA–35481–1 
 
LOCAL 813, INTERNATIONAL 
BROTHERHOOD OF TEAMSTERS, AFL–CIO 
 
 
Simon-Jon H. Koike, Esq., for the General Counsel. 
Denise A. Forte, Esq., of White Plains, New York, for 
   the Respondent. 
Michael S. Lieber, Esq., of Long Island City, New York, 
   for the Charging Party. 
 
 

DECISION 
 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
 
 MICHAEL A. ROSAS, Administrative Law Judge. This case was tried in New York City on 
October 8-9, 2003.  The charge was filed May 7, 2003, and the complaint was issued June 27, 
2003.  The complaint alleges that the Respondent violated Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the 
National Labor Relations Act (Act) by failing to sign the agreement reached by it and the Union 
that represents its employees.  The Respondent filed an answer denying the essential 
allegations in the complaint. 
 
 On September 12, 2002, the Respondent and Local 813, International Brotherhood of 
Teamsters, AFL–CIO (Union) allegedly executed an agreement binding the Respondent to the 
terms and conditions of a successor collective-bargaining agreement to be negotiated between 
the Union and one of the two major companies in the waste disposal industry in the New York 
City metropolitan area, Waste Management of New York (Waste Management) and Allied 
Waste Industries, Inc. d/b/a Waste Services of NY, Inc. (Waste Services).1  That type of 
agreement is commonly referred to in collective-bargaining parlance as a “me-too” agreement.  
The Union entered into an agreement with Waste Management on October 30, 2002 (Waste 
Management Agreement), and a separate agreement with Waste Services on June 5, 2003.2  
On April 1, 2003, the Union delivered a collective-bargaining agreement (new contract) 
reflecting the terms and conditions of the Waste Management Agreement to the Respondent for 
execution.3  However, the Respondent has refused to sign the new contract. 
 

 
1 G.C. Exh. 4. 
2 G.C. Exhs. 5, 8. 
3 The Agreements have different provisions with respect to their effective dates, rates, and 

structures of wage increases, seniority classifications, effective dates for classification of wages, 
differences in scheduled work days, leave benefits, conditions permitting wage reductions, the 
length of trial periods, employer’s pension contributions, and arbitration procedures.  
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 The Respondent contends that it never signed the me-too agreement on September 12, 
2002 or any other date.  It denies that the me-too agreement was signed by its president, 
Steven Squiteri, or anyone authorized to sign on his behalf.  The Respondent further contends 
that, even if it is determined that it executed the me-too agreement, that agreement was legally 
defective because it was patently ambiguous by purporting to bind the Respondent to either of 
two agreements. 
 
 The principle issues in determining whether the Respondent violated Section 8(a)(5) and 
(1) of the Act are (1) whether the Respondent executed the me-too agreement, and (2) if so, 
whether the terms and conditions of the me-too agreement constituted a meeting of the minds 
between the Union and the Respondent.  On the entire record, including my observation of the 
demeanor of the witnesses, and after considering the briefs filed by the General Counsel, the 
Respondent and Charging Party, I make the following 
 

Findings of Fact 
 

I. Jurisdiction 
 
 The Respondent, a corporation, operates a facility in Bronx County and provides waste 
disposal services to commercial establishments in New York City and Westchester County, New 
York, where it annually provides services valued in excess of $50,000 to entities located within 
the State of New York.  The Respondent admits, and I find, that it is an employer engaged in 
commerce within the meaning of Section 2(2), (6), and (7) of the Act and that the Union is a 
labor organization within the meaning of Section 2(5) of the Act. 
 

II. Alleged Unfair Labor Practices 
 

A.  The Respondent’s Operation and Management Structure 
 
 The Respondent, a family-owned company, operates a waste disposal services 
company in Bronx County, New York, and employs approximately 15 people.  It is jointly owned 
by Steven Squiteri and his mother, Theresa Squiteri.  Steven Squiteri is the president and 
Theresa Squiteri is the vice-president/secretary.  Other family members involved in the business 
include Steven Squiteri’s brothers, John Squiteri and Andrew Squiteri, and his nephew, Joseph 
Constantino.  John Squiteri was neither a shareholder nor a corporate officer of the 
Respondent.  However, he served as the Respondent’s operations manager and was 
responsible for the Respondent’s daily operations until March 1, 2003, when he was succeeded 
as operations manager by Steven Squiteri.  During his tenure as operations manager, John 
Squiteri was authorized to sign checks and correspondence on behalf of the Respondent.4  He 
also dealt with the Union regarding grievances and delinquencies in fund payments, resolving 
unfair labor practice charges, and arranging for the execution of collective-bargaining 
agreements.5  John Squiteri was under no obligation to consult with Steven Squiteri regarding 
the filing or resolution of unfair labor practice charges.6  

 
 

4 John Squiteri used different handwriting styles.  His signature was scribbled and illegible 
on G.C. Exh. 10, but was signed in a vastly more legible style on G.C. Exh. 14.  In addition, 
John Squiteri admitted signing Steven Squiteri’s signature to G.C. Exh. 9, a July 9, 2002 letter to 
the Union.  His signature on that document was scribbled and illegible.   

5 G.C. Exhs. 10, 13.  
6 Tr. 184. 
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B. History of the Collective-Bargaining Relationship 
 
 The Respondent has had a collective-bargaining relationship with the Union since the 
early 1980’s.  The most recently expired collective-bargaining agreement indicated, in pertinent 
part, that the Respondent’s employees constituted a unit appropriate for the purposes of 
collective bargaining within the meaning of Section 9(b) of the Act.7  Although there is no 
corporate document stating who has the authority to bind the Respondent to a collective-
bargaining agreement, Steven Squiteri and Theresa Squiteri are the only individuals who have 
signed such agreements on behalf of the Respondent.  The most recently expired collective-
bargaining agreement, covering the period of December 1, 1999 to July 31, 2002, was signed 
by Theresa Squiteri.  It described the collective-bargaining unit as follows: 
 
 The Employer recognizes the Union as the sole and exclusive bargaining 
 representative of all Chauffeurs, Helpers, Mechanics and Welders of the  
 Employer, except those Employees not eligible for membership in the 
 Union in accordance with the provisions of the Labor Management  
 Relations Act of 1947, as amended, with respect to wages, hours and other 
 working conditions.  The area of work includes, but not by way of  
 limitation, loading and/or removing garbage, rubbish, cinders, ashes,  
 waste materials, building debris and similar products.8 
    
 During the entire time that Steven Squiteri has been president, the Respondent has 
never actually negotiated a collective-bargaining agreement with the Union.  Instead, the 
Respondent has always signed me-too agreements binding it to collective-bargaining 
agreements incorporating the terms and conditions of the Union’s collective-bargaining 
agreements with other companies in the waste services industry.   
 
 Sean Campbell, the Union’s recording secretary and business agent, has been the union 
representative responsible for dealing with the Respondent since August 2001.  In this capacity, 
he spoke with John Squiteri seven or eight times between August 2001 and February 2003 
about various matters, including labor grievances and union dues.  On one occasion, he asked 
John Squiteri to have the Respondent honor another union local’s picket line.  John Squiteri 
agreed, and the Respondent acquiesced to that request.  Campbell never spoke with Steven 
Squiteri during this period. 
 

C.  The 2002–2003 Negotiations for a New Contract 
 
 In August 2002, after the 1999 contract expired, Campbell asked John Squiteri whether 
the Respondent wanted to negotiate a new collective-bargaining agreement or enter into a me-
too agreement.  John Squiteri expressed an interest in entering into a me-too agreement and 

 
7 Respondent, at paragraph 3 of its answer, denied that the collective-bargaining unit 

described in the expired 2000 collective-bargaining agreement constituted a unit appropriate for 
the purposes of collective bargaining within the meaning of Section 9(b) of the Act and that the 
Union was the designated exclusive collective-bargaining representative of said unit.  G.C. Exh. 
1(e).  However, Respondent conceded that it recognized and dealt with the Union as the 
appropriate collective-bargaining unit and as the exclusive collective-bargaining representative.  
Tr. 91.  As such, Respondent failed to met its burden of rebutting the presumption that the 
Union continued to enjoy the status of majority representative.  Stratford Visiting Nurses, 264 
NLRB 1026, 1027 (1982). 

8 G.C. Exh. 3. 
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Campbell personally delivered the proposed me-too agreement to John Squiteri at the 
Respondent’s office several days later.  John Squiteri stated that he would review the me-too 
agreement and speak with Steven Squiteri about it.  In early September 2002, John Squiteri 
called Campbell and informed him that Steven Squiteri had executed the me-too agreement.  
Campbell picked up the me-too agreement several days later. 9  The me-too agreement 
contained the purported signature of Steven Squiteri, since his name was printed in the space 
below, followed by his title of president and the date, September 9, 2002.10  However, the 
document was actually signed by John Squiteri.11  The me-too agreement stated that 
 
 The undersigned Employer hereby agrees to extend its current collective 
 bargaining agreement with Local 813, IBT from December 1, 1999 through 
 July 31, 2002. 
 
 The undersigned Employer agrees to accept and adopt all terms and  
 conditions contained in any successor collective bargaining agreement 
 (replacing the agreement which expires July 31, 2002) negotiated between 
 Local 813, IBT and Waste Management of New York or Allied Waste  
 Industries, Inc. d/b/a Waste Services of NY, Inc., covering employees in the 
 private sanitation industry in New York City once that successor agreement 
 is negotiated.   
 
 In January 2003, Steven Squiteri asked Union Representative Sylvester Needham for 
the new contract.  In February 2003, Steven Squiteri notified Campbell that he was succeeding 
John Squiteri as operations manager and again inquired as to the status of the new contract.12  
Campbell informed him that the contract would be ready within a few weeks.  Steven Squiteri 
called Campbell again in March 2003 and asked when the contract would be ready.  Again, 
Campbell assured him that the contract would be ready within several weeks, but also raised 
the matter of several employee grievances.  They agreed to meet on April 1, 2003, at which 
time Campbell would deliver the new contract and they would discuss outstanding grievances. 
 

 
9 Campbell’s version of the events was very credible and he had a specific recollection of his 

discussions with John Squiteri.  Tr. 34–36.  John Squiteri corroborated Campbell’s version by 
conceding that Campbell called him in August or September 2002 “looking” for the me-too 
agreement and he told Campbell that he needed more time in order to give it to Steven Squiteri.  
Tr. 149, 153–154. 

10 G.C. Exh. 4. 
11 It is undisputed that Steven Squiteri’s actual signature, as depicted on R. Exh. 3, is vastly 

different from the signature on G.C. Exh. 4.  However, the scribbled and illegible signature on 
G.C. Exh. 4 bears a general resemblance to the one written by John Squiteri on G.C. Exhs. 9 
and 10.  Coupled with the fact that John Squiteri had the apparent authority to sign Steven 
Squiteri’s signature to G.C. Exh. 9, the credible evidence points to John Squiteri as the 
signatory of G.C. Exh. 4. 

12 Steven Squiteri testified that he only saw a proposed me-too agreement in February or 
March 2003.  The credible evidence indicates otherwise.  He knew that the parties had a 
longstanding practice of entering into me-too agreements.  Tr. 85, 109.  However, other than 
reflecting an agreement to be bound by the Union’s agreement with another company, a me-too 
agreement does not contain any other significant information.  Therefore, it is reasonable to 
assume that, when Steven Squiteri called the Union in January, February and/or March 2003 
asking for the new contract, he was interested in seeing a new contract reflecting the terms of 
the Waste Management Agreement or Waste Services Agreement.  Tr. 91, 112–113. 
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 At their meeting at the Respondent’s office on April 1, 2003, Campbell presented two 
original sets of the new contract to Steven Squiteri for his signature.  The new contract 
contained the same terms and conditions contained in the Waste Management Agreement.  
Steven Squiteri mentioned that there were several outstanding grievances.  He refused to sign 
the new contract and advised Campbell to discuss the matters of the new contract and the 
grievances with the Respondent’s attorney.  On May 5, 2003, the parties met at the office of the 
Respondent’s counsel.  Steven Squiteri again refused to sign the new contract.  He denied 
signing the me-too agreement and claimed that it was a forgery.  The Respondent’s counsel told 
the Union’s counsel that the matter could be resolved if the Union were to give the Respondent 
“some relief on the pay wage for the helpers.”13  The Union’s counsel declined to renegotiate 
the terms of the new contract and the meeting ended.  To date, the Respondent has not signed 
a new contract. 

 
Discussion and Analysis 

 
 The General Counsel contends that the Respondent has violated Section 8(a)(5) and (1) 
of the Act since April 1, 2003 by refusing to execute, as required by the me-too agreement 
executed on or about September 12, 2002, a new contract containing the same terms and 
conditions of the Waste Management Agreement.  The Respondent contends that neither 
Steven Squiteri, nor anyone else authorized to execute a collective-bargaining agreement on 
behalf of the Respondent, signed the me-too agreement.  Furthermore, even if it is determined 
that John Squiteri signed Steven Squiteri’s name to the me-too agreement, the Respondent 
asserts that John Squiteri did not have the legal authority to bind the Respondent or otherwise 
act on behalf of Steven Squiteri.  Finally, it is alleged that the me-too agreement does not 
constitute a “meeting of the minds” as required under Section 8(d) of the Act, since it purports to 
bind the Respondent to a future agreement reflecting the terms and conditions of either the 
Waste Management Agreement or the Waste Services Agreement.  Accordingly, the 
Respondent further alleges that the me-too agreement, which is devoid of the precise terms to 
which the Respondent would be bound under the terms of a collective-bargaining agreement, is 
ambiguous and legally defective. 
 
 Section 8(d) of the Act requires execution of “a written contract incorporating any 
agreement reached if requested by either party” to a collective-bargaining relationship.  NLRB v. 
Strong, 393 U.S. 357, 359 (1969); H.J. Heinz Co. v. NLRB, 311 U.S. 514, 525–526 (1941).  This 
requirement also applies to individual employer members of multi-employer bargaining units, as 
well as non-members agreeing to be bound by the terms of a multi-employer agreement.  
Buffalo Bituminous v. NLRB, 564 F.2d 267 (8th Cir. 1977), enfg. 227 NLRB 99 (1977).   Where 
there is an accord as to the material terms of a tentative agreement, a party’s refusal to sign a 
contract or memorandum of an agreement embodying such terms constitutes a violation of 
Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the Act.  Miron & Sons Laundry, 338 NLRB No. 2, slip op. at 8 (2002); 
Flying Dutchman Park, Inc., 329 NLRB 414, 422 (1999).  

 
13 The credible evidence further indicates that Steven Squiteri's refusal to sign the new 

contract on either occasion was due to his irritation over the pending grievances and then the 
Union’s refusal to renegotiate wages for the “helpers.”  Campbell’s testimony in that regard was 
not refuted.  Tr. 44–47.  On the other hand, Steven Squiteri's explanation that the Respondent 
made a corporate decision not to execute the me-too agreement, due to a pending investigation 
by the City of New York’s Business Integrity Commission, was refuted by the credible evidence.  
Tr. 129–130.  First, there was no testimony that he raised such a concern during either meeting.  
Second, the investigation was resolved on March 1, 2003, well prior to the meeting, with the 
Respondent agreeing to disassociate itself from John Squiteri.  Tr. 137; Stipulated Jt. Exh. 1–2. 
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 The General Counsel has the burden of showing that there was an agreement or 
“meeting of the minds” between the parties as to all substantive issues.  The Buschman Co., 
334 NLRB 441, 442 (2001).  In this case, there are two issues that must be addressed by the 
General Counsel in determining whether the parties entered into an enforceable agreement:  
(1) whether the me-too agreement was signed by John Squiteri or delivered to the Union by 
John Squiteri under circumstances indicating that he had the legal authority to bind the 
Respondent to such an agreement; and (2) if so, whether the me-too agreement was sufficiently 
definite as to its terms or whether it was so ambiguous as to be illusory in nature. 
 
 The credible evidence indicates that John Squiteri, albeit unbeknown to the Union, 
signed Steven Squiteri’s name to a me-too agreement stating that the Respondent “agrees to 
accept and adopt all terms and conditions contained in any successor collective-bargaining 
agreement” with either Waste Management or Waste Services.  He authenticated two distinct 
examples of his handwriting, one of which bore a general resemblance to the scribbled and 
illegible signature on the me-too agreement.  Accordingly, the trier of fact was entitled to find, 
based on a comparison of John Squiteri’s signatures on the authenticated pieces of evidence to 
the signature on the questioned piece of evidence, that he signed the me-too agreement.  See 
United States v. Malloy, 153 F.3d 724, 725 (4th Cir. 1998); see also Fed. R. Evid. 901(b)(3).  
The credible evidence also demonstrated that Steven Squiteri was aware that a me-too 
agreement had been signed when he called the Union in January 2003 and again in February or 
March 2003 asking for the new contract.  On those occasions, he made no mention of his intent 
to negotiate the terms and conditions of a new contract and the parties had a longstanding 
practice of entering into me-too agreements.  Furthermore, the Respondent is estopped from 
disavowing John Squiteri’s apparent authority to execute the me-too agreement, since he was 
employed as the Respondent’s operations manager and was permitted by the Respondent to 
deal with the Union in resolving labor grievances.  Therefore, John Squiteri acted as the 
Respondent’s agent within the meaning of Section 2(13) of the Act.  NLRB v. Donkin’s Inn, Inc., 
532 F.2d 138, 141 (9th Cir. 1976); Mar-Jam Supply Co., 337 NLRB No. 337 (2001).   
 
 Even assuming, arguendo, that John Squiteri did not sign the me-too agreement, the 
credible evidence also indicates that he delivered the executed me-too agreement to Campbell.  
Since it undisputed that the Respondent permitted John Squiteri to accept and return me-too 
and other agreements on prior occasions, the Union reasonably believed that the Respondent 
had delegated the authority to John Squiteri, as its agent, to accept and return the executed me-
too agreement to the Union.  NLRB v. Beckham, Inc., 564 F.2d 190, 194 (5th Cir. 1977).  
 
 Therefore, the first part of the test is met, as the evidence clearly establishes that the 
me-too agreement was signed by John Squiteri and delivered by him to union representative 
Campbell on or around September 9, 2002.  Furthermore, either event—--the signing or the 
delivery of the me-too agreement by John Squiteri—communicated a promise on the part of the 
Respondent to enter into an agreement containing the terms and conditions of either the Waste 
Management Agreement or the Waste Services Agreement.  The only remaining question is 
whether the Respondent’s promise was too ambiguous to constitute an enforceable agreement.    
 
 A contract is ambiguous if it is susceptible to two different interpretations, each of which 
is found to be consistent with the contract’s language.  Sun Shipbuilding & Dry Dock Co. v. 
United States, 183 Ct. Cl. 358, 372, 393 F.2d 807, 815–816 (1968).  Under the circumstances, 
the Respondent agreed to abide by the terms and conditions of either the Waste Management 
Agreement or the Waste Services Agreement.  There was nothing ambiguous about the me-too 
agreement:  The Respondent agreed to let the Union bind it to one or the other.  The 
Respondent’s promise is not illusory because an option was given to the Union.  The Union’s 
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exercise of that option provided a means for determining the precise thing that the Respondent, 
as promisor, was to do.  An agreement that gives a promisee an option to determine within 
specific limits, or as to a particular matter the performance which it wishes, does not fail for 
objectionable indefiniteness.  4 Williston on Contracts, § 4:25 (4th Ed. 1991).  Furthermore, 
certainty with regard to a promise does not have to be apparent from the promise itself, so long 
as the promise contains a reference to some document, transaction or other extrinsic facts from 
which its meaning may be made clear. Id., § 4:27.   
 
 Me-too agreements enable independent, usually smaller, employers like the Respondent 
to obtain all the benefits of collective-bargaining agreements negotiated by the principal 
employers in their industry without having to participate in either industry-wide negotiations or 
their own negotiations.  In consideration for entering into a me-too agreement, which is 
generally devoid of the specific details of a collective-bargaining agreement, an independent 
employer is assured of being subjected to the same contract provisions that are applicable to its 
competitors and is saved the cost of expensive negotiations.  As such, me-too agreements have 
long been recognized as valid collective-bargaining instruments.  Arizona Laborers, Teamsters 
and Cement Masons Trust Fund v. Conquer Cartage Co., 753 F.2d 1512, 1518 (9th Cir. 1985).  
Accordingly, the Respondent’s execution of the me-too agreement and subsequent refusal to 
execute a new contract reflecting the Waste Management Agreement constitutes a violation of 
Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the Act.  B & M Linen Corp., 338 NLRB No. 2, slip op. at 11-12 (2002).       

 
Conclusions of Law 

 
 1.  The Respondent is an employer engaged in commerce within the meaning of Section 
2(2), (6), and (7) of the Act. 
 
 2.  The Union is a labor organization within the meaning of Section 2(5) of the Act. 
 
 3.  At all relevant times, the Union has been the exclusive collective-bargaining 
representative of the following employees of the Respondent in an appropriate bargaining unit 
within the meaning of Section 9(b) of the Act. 
 
     All Chauffeurs, Helpers, Mechanics and Welders of the  
      Employer, except those Employees not eligible for membership in the  
     Union in accordance with the provisions of the Labor Management  
     Relations Act of 1947, as amended, with respect to wages, hours and other 
     working conditions.  The area of work includes, but not by way of  
     limitation, loading and/or removing garbage, rubbish, cinders, ashes,  
     waste materials, building debris and similar products 
 
 4.  By failing and refusing to execute a collective-bargaining agreement incorporating all 
of the terms and conditions in the collective-bargaining agreement entered into between Local 
813, International Brotherhood of Teamsters, AFL–CIO and Waste Management of New York 
on October 30, 2002, thereby replacing the agreement which expired on July 31, 2002, the 
Respondent has failed to fulfill its statutory obligations and thereby engaged in, and is engaging 
in, unfair labor practices within the meaning of Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the Act. 
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Remedy 
 
 Having found that the Respondent has engaged in certain unfair labor practices, I find 
that it must be ordered to cease and desist from its unlawful conduct in refusing to execute the 
new contract and to take certain affirmative action designed to effectuate the policies of the 
Act.14  Specifically, the Respondent shall be ordered to execute and implement the collective-
bargaining agreement delivered to it by the Union on April 1, 2003, to give retroactive effect to 
its terms and conditions of employment to August 1, 2002, and to make unit employees whole 
for any losses they may have suffered as a result of the Respondent’s unlawful refusal to 
execute the new contract.  See Gadsen Tool, Inc., 327 NLRB 164 (1998).  Backpay shall be 
computed in accord with Ogle Protection Service, 183 NLRB 682 (1970), enfd. 444 F.2d 502 
(6th Cir. 1971); and Kraft Plumbing & Heating, 252 NLRB 891 (1980), enfd. mem. 661 F.2d 940 
(9th Cir. 1981), with interest as set forth in New Horizons for the Retarded, 283 NLRB 1173 
(1987). 
 
 On these findings of fact and conclusions of law and on the entire record, I issue the 
following recommended15

 
Order 

 
 The Respondent, Sanitation Salvage Corporation, Bronx, New York, its officers, agents, 
successors, and assigns, shall  
 
 1.  Cease and desist from  
 
     (a)  Refusing to execute a collective-bargaining agreement replacing the agreement 
which expired on July 31, 2002, incorporating all of the terms and conditions in the collective-
bargaining agreement entered into between Local 813, International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
AFL-CIO, and Waste Management of New York on October 30, 2002. 
 
     (b)  In any like or related manner interfering with, restraining, or coercing employees in 
the exercise of rights guaranteed them by Section 7 of the Act. 
 
 2.  Take the following affirmative action necessary to effectuate the policies of the Act. 
 
     (a)  Execute the collective-bargaining agreement, delivered to the Respondent on 
April 1, 2003, incorporating all of the terms and conditions in the collective-bargaining 
agreement entered into between Local 813, International Brotherhood of Teamsters, AFL-CIO, 
and Waste Management of New York on October 30, 2002; give retroactive effect to its terms 
and conditions of employment to August 1, 2002; and make employees whole, with interest, for 

 
14 Notwithstanding the General Counsel’s request, at p. 13 of its brief, for a remedy requiring 

Respondent to execute a new contract incorporating the terms and conditions in the Waste 
Management Agreement or  the Waste Services Agreement, the Order shall specifically require 
Respondent to execute the Waste Management Agreement.  The findings of fact and 
conclusions of law do not support any other type of remedy, including one that provides 
Respondent with a choice at this point.   

15 If no exceptions are filed as provided by Sec. 102.46 of the Board’s Rules and 
Regulations, the findings, conclusions, and recommended Order shall, as provided in Sec. 
102.48 of the Rules, be adopted by the Board and all objections to them shall be deemed 
waived for all purposes. 
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any losses they may have suffered as a result of the Respondent’s refusal to execute the 
agreement. 
 
     (b)  Preserve and, within 14 days of a request, make available to the Board or its 
agents for examination and copying, all payroll records, social security payment records, 
timecards, personnel records and reports, and other records necessary to analyze the amount 
of backpay due under the terms of this Order. 
 
     (c)  Within 14 days of service by the Region, post at its Bronx, New York facility copies 
of the attached notice marked “Appendix.”16  Copies of the notice, on forms provided by the 
Regional Director for Region 2, after being signed by the Respondent’s authorized 
representative, shall be posted by the Respondent and maintained for 60 consecutive days in 
conspicuous place, including all places where notices to employees are customarily posted.  
Reasonable steps shall be taken by the Respondent to ensure that the notices are not altered, 
defaced, or covered by any other material.  In the event that, during the pendency of these 
proceedings, the Respondent has gone out of business or closed the facilities involved in these 
proceedings, the Respondent shall duplicate and mail, at its own expense, a copy of the notice 
to all current employees and former employees employed by the Respondent at any time since 
August 1, 2002. 
 
     (d)  Within 21 days after service by the Region, file with the Regional Director a sworn 
certification of a responsible official on a form provided by the Region attesting to the steps that 
the Respondent has taken to comply. 
 
 Dated, Washington, D.C.    March 8, 2004 
 
 
 
                                                               __________________________ 
                                                                Michael A. Rosas 
                                                                Administrative Law Judge 
 
 

 
16 If this Order is enforced by a judgment of a United States court of appeals, the words in 

the notice reading “Posted by Order of the National Labor Relations Board” shall read “Posted 
Pursuant to a Judgment of the United States Court of Appeals Enforcing an Order of the 
National Labor Relations Board.” 
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APPENDIX 
 

NOTICE TO EMPLOYEES 
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE  

 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

 
An Agency of the United States Government 

 
The National Labor Relations Board has found that we violated the National Labor Relations Act 
and has ordered us to post and obey this notice. 
 
Section 7 of the Act gives employees these rights. 
 
 To organize 
 To form, join, or assist any union 
 To bargain collectively through representatives of their own choice 
 To act together for other mutual aid or protection 
 To chose not to engage in any of these protected concerted activities. 
 
WE WILL NOT refuse to execute the collective-bargaining agreement delivered to us by the 
Union on April 1, 2003, replacing the agreement that expired on July 31, 2002, which will 
incorporate all of the terms and conditions in the collective-bargaining agreement entered into 
between Local 813, International Brotherhood of Teamsters, AFL–CIO, and Waste Management 
of New York on October 30, 2002. 
 
WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere with, restrain, or coerce employees in the 
exercise of the rights guaranteed them by Section 7 of the Act.   
 
WE WILL execute the collective-bargaining agreement delivered to us by the Union on April 1, 
2003, and WE WILL give retroactive effect to the terms and conditions of employment contained 
in said agreement. 
 
WE WILL make our employees whole, with interest, for any losses they may have suffered as a 
result of our refusal to execute the agreement. 
 
   SANITATION SALVAGE CORP. 
   (Employer) 
    
Dated  By  
            (Representative)                            (Title) 
 
 
The National Labor Relations Board is an independent Federal agency created in 1935 to enforce the National Labor 
Relations Act. It conducts secret-ballot elections to determine whether employees want union representation and it 
investigates and remedies unfair labor practices by employers and unions. To find out more about your rights under 
the Act and how to file a charge or election petition, you may speak confidentially to any agent with the Board’s 
Regional Office set forth below. You may also obtain information from the Board’s website: www.nlrb.gov. 

26 Federal Plaza, Federal Building, Room 3614, New York, NY  10278-0104 
(212) 264-0300, Hours: 8:45 a.m. to 5:15 p.m. 

http://www.nlrb.gov/


 JD–12–04 
 New York City, NY 

THIS IS AN OFFICIAL NOTICE AND MUST NOT BE DEFACED BY ANYONE 
THIS NOTICE MUST REMAIN POSTED FOR 60 CONSECUTIVE DAYS FROM THE DATE OF POSTING AND MUST 

 NOT BE ALTERED, DEFACED, OR COVERED BY ANY OTHER MATERIAL. ANY QUESTIONS CONCERNING THIS 
 NOTICE OR COMPLIANCE WITH ITS PROVISIONS MAY BE DIRECTED TO THE ABOVE REGIONAL OFFICE’S 
                  COMPLIANCE OFFICER, (212) 264-0346. 
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